
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


09/944,684 


08/31/2001 


Guy Eden 


SLA 1086 


2139 



55286 7590 tl/Ot/2006 

SHARP LABORATORIES OF AMERICA, INC. 
C/O LAW OFFICE OF GERALD MALISZEWSKI 
P.O. BOX 270829 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92198-2829 



EXAMINER 



HA, LEYNNA A 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2135 

DATE MAILED: 1 1/01/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Office Action Summarv 


Application No. 

09/944,684 


Applicant(s) 

EDEN, GUY 


Examiner 

LEYNNA T. HA 


Art Unit 

2135 





« The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 

after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. * 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 27 September 2006 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1,2.4-14 and 16-27 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 3 and 15 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) I3 Claim(s) 1,2,4-14 and 16-27 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on ; is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s).be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2-D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) |3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) LZI Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) , Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) Office Action Summary Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20061024 



Application/Control Number: 09/944,684 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2135 

DETAILED ACTION 



1. Claims 1-2, 4-14, and 16-27 are pending. 
Applicant cancels claims 3 and 15. 

2. This is a Final rejection. 

Oath/Declaration 



3. The affidavit under 37 CFR 1.132 filed on 9/27/2006 is insufficient to 
overcome the rejection of claims based upon Seder, et al. (US 6,401,097) and 
Hind, et al. (US 6,980,660) as set forth in the last Office action because: 

a) It include(s) statements which amount to an affirmation that the affiant has never 
seen the claimed subject matter before. This is not relevant to the issue of 
nonobviousness of the claimed subject matter and provides no objective evidence 
thereof. See MPEP § 716. 

On page 2 (#5) of the affidavit, that Mr. Burton Levin states that he does "not 
think that a person of skill in the field of scanning and printing image device driver 
software" could derive the applicant's claimed invention by "tinkering" with Seder's 
invention. This constitutes Mr. Burton's own knowledge or personal belief, which fails to 
provide evidence towards any prior art or teaching of such affirmation. The examiner's 
prior art (Seder and Hind) rejection reads on the claimed invention. Thus, the prior art 
of record overcomes Mr. Burton's personal beliefs and knowledge. 
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b) It refer(s) only to the system described in the above referenced application and 
not to the individual claims of the application. Thus, there is no showing that the 
objective evidence of nonobviousness is commensurate in scope with the claims. See 
MPEP§716. 

On page 2 of the affidavit, discusses the prior art Seder, et al by analyzing it's 
flaws and stating that Seder is different from the independent claims 1 , 13, 14, 26, and 
27 does not discredit the prior art against the claimed invention. Mr. Burton does not 
reference to any claims against the prior art's and show evidence that the limitation of 
any claims have overcome the art rejection. 

In view of the foregoing, when all of the evidence is considered, the totality of the 
rebuttal evidence of nonobviousness fails to outweigh the evidence of 
obviousness. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2, 4-9, 11-14, and 16-23, 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 



as being obvious over Seder, et al. (US 6,401,097). 
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As per claim 1: 

Seder discloses in a digital scanner, a method for secure document transmission 
the method comprising: 

creating computer text files, called profiles, in a directory of a scanner device 
(col.2, lines 63-67; the profile in Seder's record is a collection of data that is 
stored in a database), each profile having an address field (col.3, lines 52-53) and an 
encryption field; (col.6, lines 18-24) 

storing the profiles in a directory; (col.4, lines 48-53 and 63-65) 

at a scanner device user interface, selecting a profile from the directory; (col.6, 
lines 8-12) 

accepting a physical medium document; (col.5, line 62) 
scanning a document; (col.5, lines 35-36) 

encrypting the scanned document in response to the encryption field of the 
selected profile; and, (col.6, lines 8-13) 

sending the encrypted document to a destination, in response to the address 
field of the selected profile, (col.4, lines 28-33 and col.6, lines and 37-58) 

Seder discloses the scanned document to have a watermark (col.5, lines 33-34) 
that identifies the document (col.4, lines 56-59). A digital signature generated from an 
electronic document can be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an 
embedded watermark or can be included in a database record identified by the 
watermark to help prevent and detect the electronic version of the document from being 
altered (col.5, line 62 - col.6, line 4). Further, Seder discusses that another option is 
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to encrypt an electronic version of a file, an encode an encoding key in a watermark in 
the printed document (or in a database record identified by the watermark (col.6, lines 
8-13). It is obvious that the electronic version of a file is applicant's scanned document 
because Seder discloses that the encrypted electronic version is identified by the 
watermark in the database record and to print the document (col.5, lines 24-26, 33-35, 
and 44-52). Seder did not clearly point out that the encrypted electronic document is a 
scanned document. In one application, Seder teaches that if watermarks are detected 
in scan data from an original equipment processing the scanned document data can 
respond differently (col.5, lines 30-37). Thus, it would have been obvious for a person 
of ordinary skills in the art that the electronic document as taught in Seder has been the 
scanned document because when the equipment processing in Seder is operable to 
receive scanned document. 

As per claim 2: See col.4, lines 28-33 and col.6, lines 8-12; discusses sending 
the encrypted document to the destination includes sending the encrypted document in 
response to the address field of the selected profile. 
As per claim 3: Cancelled 

As per claim 4: See on col.4, lines 35-53; discusses assigning each profile to a 
corresponding destination; and, wherein selecting a profile includes: selecting a 
destination; and, using the profile assigned to the selected destination. 
As per claim 5: See on col.1, lines 61-62; discusses selecting a profile includes 
selecting a profile having an address selected from the group including email addresses 
and file transfer protocol (FTP) addresses. 
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As per claim 6: See on col.6, lines 18-20; discusses selecting a profile having an 
encryption field selected from the group including symmetric and asymmetric (public) 
keys. 

As per claim 7: See on col.6, lines 18-23; discusses selecting a profile having an 
asymmetric key; and, wherein creating profiles includes storing public keys in the 
created profiles. 

As per claim 8: See on col.6, lines 18-20; discusses selecting a profile having a 
symmetric key; and, wherein creating profiles includes storing symmetric keys in the 
created profiles. 

As per claim 9: See on col.4, lines 8-10 and 63-62; discusses generating a 
plurality of passwords for the corresponding plurality of user groups; and wherein 
storing the profiles in a directory includes storing profiles in a profile directory, in 
response to the generated password. 

As per claim 11: See on col.6, lines 18-23; discusses generating a random session 
key; encrypting the document with the session key using a symmetric algorithm, 
encrypting the session key with an asymmetric algorithm using the selected profile 
public key, and wherein sending the encrypted document to the address from the 
selected profile includes sending the encrypted session key. 
As per claim 12: See on col.6, lines 18-23; discusses creating profiles includes 
creating a profile with a plurality of addresses and a corresponding plurality of public 
keys, wherein encrypting the document includes generating a single encrypted 
document using an asymmetric algorithm, and wherein sending the encrypted 
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document includes sending the single encrypted document to each of the plurality of 
addresses in the profile. 
As per claim 13: 

Seder discloses in a digital scanner, a method for secure document transmission 
the method comprising: 

storing computer text files, called profiles, in a directory of a scanner device, 
(col.2, lines 63-67; the profile ii Seder's record which is a collection of data that is 
stored in a database), each profile having an address field (col.3, lines 52-53) and an 
encryption field; (col.6, lines 18-24) 

at a user interface associated with the scanner device, selecting a profile from 
the directory; (col.6, lines 8-12) 

scanning a document; (col.5, lines 35-36) 

encrypting the scanned document in response to the encryption field of the 
selected profile; and, (col.6, lines 8-13) 

sending the encrypted document from the scanner device, to a network- 
connected destination, in response to the address field of the selected profile, (col.4, 
lines 28-37and col.6, lines 18-24 and 37-58) 

Seder discloses the scanned document to have a watermark (col.5, lines 33-34) 
that identifies the document (col.4, lines 56-59). A digital signature generated from an 
electronic document can be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an 
embedded watermark or can be included in a database record identified by the 
watermark to help prevent and detect the electronic version of the document from being 
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altered (col.5, line 62 - col.6, line 4). Further, Seder discusses that another option is 
to encrypt an electronic version of a file, an encode an encoding key in a watermark in 
the printed document (or in a database record identified by the watermark (col.6, lines 
8-13). It is obvious that the electronic version of a file is applicants scanned document 
because Seder discloses that the encrypted electronic version is identified by the 
watermark in the database record and to print the document (col.5, lines 24-26, 33-35, 
and 44-52). Seder did not clearly point out that the encrypted electronic document is a 
scanned document. In one application, Seder teaches that if watermarks are detected 
in scan data from an original equipment processing the scanned document data can 
respond differently (col.5, lines 30-37). Thus, it would have been obvious for a person 
of ordinary skills in the art that the electronic document as taught in Seder has been the 
scanned document because when the equipment processing in Seder is operable to 
receive scanned document. 
As per claim 14: 

Seder discloses in a digital scanner, a method for secure document transmission the 
method comprising: 

a profile directory having a user interface for selecting computer text files, called 
profiles (col.2, lines 63-67; the profile is Seder's record which is a collection of 
data that is stored in a database), each profile including an encryption field (col.6, 
lines 18-24) and an address field; (col.3, lines 52-53) 
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a document scanner to accept physical medium documents , create scanned 
documents (col.5, lines 35-36), and encrypt the scanned document in response to 
selected profile encryption fields; and, (col.6, lines 8-13 and 37-58) 

a network interface for transmitting the encrypted documents to a destination in 
response to the profile address field, (col.4, lines 28-33) 

Seder discloses the scanned document to have a watermark where a digital 
signature generated from an electronic document can be encoded in a printed 
document as the payload of an embedded watermark or can be included in a database 
record identified by the watermark (col.5, line 62 - col.6, line 2). Further, Seder 
discusses that another option is to encrypt an electronic version of a file, an encode an 
encoding key in a watermark in the printed document (or in a database record identified 
by the watermark (col.6, lines 8-13). It is obvious that the electronic version of a file is 
applicant's scanned document because Seder discloses that the encrypted electronic 
version is identified by the watermark in the database record and to print the document 
(col.5, lines 24-26, 33-35, and 44-52). Seder did not clearly point out that the 
encrypted electronic document is a scanned document. In one application, Seder 
teaches that if watermarks are detected in scan data from an original equipment 
processing the scanned document data can respond differently (col.5, lines 30-37). 
Thus, it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art that the 
electronic document as taught in Seder has been the scanned document because when 
the equipment processing in Seder is operable to receive scanned document. 
As per claim 15: Cancelled 
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As per claim 16: See on col.4, lines 28-33 and col. 6, lines 8-12; discusses a 
memory for storing the profiles; and wherein the profile directory has an interface for 
creating profiles having an address field and an encryption field. 
As per claim 17: See col.1, lines 61-62; discusses selecting a profile includes 
selecting a profile having an address selected from the group including email addresses 
and file transfer protocol (FTP) addresses. 

As per claim 18: See col.1, lines 61-62; discusses selecting a profile includes 
selecting a profile having an address selected from the group including email addresses 
and file transfer protocol (FTP) addresses. 

As per claim 19: See on col.6, lines 18-23; discusses the profile directory, and 
further Seder discusses creating profiles having an address field and an encryption field 
including symmetric and asymmetric (public) keys. 

As per claim 20: See on col.6, lines 8-23; discusses the memory stores the public 
keys corresponding to each profile. 

As per claim 21: See on col.6, lines 18-23; discusses creating profiles having an 
address field and an encryption field wherein the memory stores the symmetric keys 
corresponding to each profile. 

As per claim 22: See on col.4, lines 8-10 and 63-62; discusses the profile directory, 
and an interface for generating passwords. 

As per claim 24: Seder discusses the document scanner generates a random session 
key and encrypts the document with the session key using a symmetric algorithm; 
(col.6, lines 8-16) wherein the document scanner encrypts the session key with an 
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asymmetric algorithm using the selected profile public key; and, (col. 6, lines 18-23) 
wherein the network interface transmits the encrypted session key with the encrypted 
document, (col.6, line 62 - col.6, line 2) 

As per claim 25: Seder the profile directory supplies a selected profile with a plurality 
of addresses and a corresponding plurality of public keys; (col.6, lines 22-23) wherein 
the document scanner encrypts the document into a single encrypted document using 
an asymmetric algorithm; and (col.6, lines 8-10) wherein the network interface sends 
the single encrypted document to each of the plurality of addresses in the selected 
profile, (col.4, lines 28-33) 
As per claim 26: 

Seder discloses a digital scanner secure document transmission system, the 
system comprising: 

a directory (col.2, lines 63-67; the profile in Seder's record which is a 
collection of data that is stored in a database) having a user interface for selecting 
(col.6, lines 8-12) an address field (col.3, lines 52-53 and col.4, lines 28-37) cross- 
referenced to an encryption field; (col.6, lines 18-24) 

a document scanner to accept physical medium document (col.5, lines 62), 
create a scanned document (col.5, lines 35-36), and encrypt the scanned document 
using the cross-referenced generation field; and, (col.6, lines 8-13 and 37-58) 

a network interface for transmitting the encrypted document to a destination 
using the selected address field, (col.5, lines 60-67 col.6, lines 37-58) 
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Seder discloses the scanned document to have a watermark (col.5, lines 33-34) 
that identifies the document (col.4, lines 56-59). A digital signature generated from an 
electronic document can be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an 
embedded watermark or can be included in a database record identified by the 
watermark to help prevent and detect the electronic version of the document from being 
altered (col.5, line 62 - col.6, line 4). Further, Seder discusses that another option is 
to encrypt an electronic version of a file, an encode an encoding key in a watermark in 
the printed document (or in a database record identified by the watermark (col.6, lines 
8-13). It is obvious that the electronic version of a file is applicant's scanned document 
because Seder discloses that the encrypted electronic version is identified by the 
watermark in the database record and to print the document (col.5, lines 24-26, 33-35, 
and 44-52). Seder did not clearly point out that the encrypted electronic document is a 
scanned document. In one application, Seder teaches that if watermarks are detected 
in scan data from an original equipment processing the scanned document data can 
respond differently (col.5, lines 30-37). Thus, it would have been obvious for a person 
of ordinary skills in the art that the electronic document as taught in Seder has been the 
scanned document because when the equipment processing in Seder is operable to 
receive scanned document. 
As per claim 27: 

Seder discloses in a digital scanner, a method for secure document transmission, 
the method comprising: 
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cross-referencing an address field (col.3, lines 52-53) to an encryption field; 
(col.4, lines 56-57) storing the cross-referenced fields in a directory; (col.2, lines 63- 
67; the profile in Seder's record which is a collection of data that is stored in a 
database) 

at a scanner device user interface, selecting an address from 
the directory; (col.4, lines 28-37) 

accepting a physical medium document; (col.5, lines 62) 
scanning the document; (col.5, lines 35-36) 
encrypting the scanned document using the cross-referenced 
encryption field; and (col.6, lines 8-13) 

sending the encrypted document to a destination using the 
selected address field, (col.5, lines 60-67 and col.6, lines 18-24 and 37-58) 
Seder discloses the scanned document to have a watermark (col.5, lines 33-34) 
that identifies the document (col.4, lines 56-59). A digital signature generated from an 
electronic document can be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an 
embedded watermark or can be included in a database record identified by the 
watermark to help prevent and detect the electronic version of the document from being 
altered (col.5, line 62 - col.6, line 4). Further, Seder discusses that another option is 
to encrypt an electronic version of a file, an encode an encoding key in a watermark in 
the printed document (or in a database record identified by the watermark (col.6, lines 
8-13). It is obvious that the electronic version of a file is applicant's scanned document 
because Seder discloses that the encrypted electronic version is identified by the 
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watermark in the database record. Seder did not clearly point out that the encrypted 
electronic document is a scanned document. In one application, Seder teaches that if 
watermarks are detected in scan data from an original equipment, processing the 
scanned document data can respond differently(col.5, lines 30-37). Thus, it would 
have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art that the electronic document 
as taught in Seder has been the scanned document because when the equipment 
processing in Seder is operable to receive scanned document. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 10 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Seder, et al., and further in view of Hind, et al. (US 6,980,660). 

As per claim 10: 

Seder discusses selecting a profile and storing a public key (col.6, lines 18-23); 
and, wherein encrypting the document using the encryption field (col.4, lines 56-57) 
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from the selected profile includes using the public key to encrypt the document, (col.6, 
lines 8-13) 

Seder discusses the digital signature generated from an electronic document can 
be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an embedded watermark, or can 
be included in a database record identified by the watermark (col. 5, lines 61-64). 
However, fails to include the certification authority. 

Hind discloses implements security such as authentication and encryption that 
includes cryptography keys to determine the access privileges (col. 7, lines 2-35). 
Further, Hind uses the Certificate Authority to verify the authenticity of the signature and 
a public key (col. 9, lines 45-53 and col.1 1 , lines 35-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art at 
the time of the invention to include with the encryption of the document by using the 
public key as taught by Seder signed by the certification authority as taught by Hind 
because the Certification Authority verifies the authenticity of the document. 
As per claim 23: 

Seder discusses a certification authority storing public keys; (col.8, lines 39-43) 
wherein the network interface for a public key corresponding to the selected 

profile; and, (col.6, lines 8-23) wherein the document scanner uses the public key to 

encrypt the document, (col.6, lines 8-13) 

Seder discusses the digital signature generated from an electronic document can 

be encoded in a printed document as the payload of an embedded watermark, or can 
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be included in a database record identified by the watermark (col.5 f lines 61-64). 
However, fails to include the certification authority. 

Hind discloses implements security such as authentication and encryption that 
includes cryptography keys to determine the access privileges (col. 7, lines 2-35). 
Further, Hind uses the Certificate Authority to verify the authenticity of the signature and 
a public key and that the fields of the certificate may contain information where access 
is granted or denied based on the locally obtained information (col. 9, lines 45-53 and 
col. 11, lines 35-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art at 
the time of the invention to include with the encryption of the document by using the 
public key as taught by Seder signed by the certification authority as taught by Hind 
because the Certification Authority verifies the authenticity of the document. 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 9/27/2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Examiner traverses applicant's argument regarding the watermark cannot be a 
profile (on page 1 1 ) because the rejection indicates the claimed profile is being referred 
to as the record. Seder discloses the record is a collection of data that is stored in the 
database where the record is a document. Further, Seder discloses the textual or 
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numeric information may be encoded by the payload. Therefore, the record can 
reasonably be interpreted as the claimed text file that have payload information, an 
address field, and encryption field (col .2, lines 16-23 and 52-67). Seder's record reads 
on the claimed "the creating computer text files, called profiles, in a directory of a 
scanner device (col.2, lines 63-67; the profile in Seder's record is a collection of data that 
is stored in a database), each profile having an address field (col. 3, lines 52-53) and an 
encryption field; (col.6, lines 18-24)" as stated in the previous and current office 
rejection. 

The argument stating the document tracking daemon is not associated with the 
watermark or the watermark payload is traverse (on page 12, lines 4-10) that the profile 
address field is not the address for sending. The address field cited in the rejection 
refers to the claimed "the creating computer text files, called profiles, in a directory of a 
scanner device (col.2, lines 63-67; the profile in Seder's record is a collection of data that 
is stored in a database), each profile having an address field (col. 3, lines 52-53) and an 
encryption field; (col.6, lines 18-24)". The col.3, lines 52-53 was merely used to show 
the broad limitation of each profile having an address field where this citation was not 
used at the claimed sending to a destination according to the address field. Seder 
discloses specifying the path (electronic address) and embedding the specified link in 
the electronic version of the document (col.1 ( lines 55-64 and col.4, lines 28-33). 
Hence, as previously and currently rejected, Seder reads on the claimed "sending the 
encrypted document to a destination, in response to the address field of the selected 
profile (col.4, lines 28-33 and col.6, lines and 37-58)". 
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Col. 6, lines 18-24 points to the claimed encryption field which does not specify 
what the encryption field may consist or the type of encryption. An encryption field can 
broadly be given in light of the area or parameter of the record that indicates the 
encryption information (i.e. encryption algorithm, encryption keys, etc.). Thus, the cited 
column 6 reads on the broad limitation of encryption field (col .2, lines 61-63 and 6, lines 
8-10 and 55-57). 

Once again, the profile address field (on page 12, lines 17-21) is challenged by 
applicant that col.4, lines 28-33 which discloses a hypertext link is not a profile address 
field. The examiner finds the record or profile having an address field is not specifically 
defined and fails to claim what the address field involve. Hence, the address field for a 
record can broadly be given as a location or destination information regarding a record. 
Seder discloses the printer driver looking for text conforming to standardized addressing 
protocols (i.e. http, ftp, or www...). Thus hyperlinks, paths, link or address can broadly 
be interpreted as the claimed address field because they show the location or 
destination information of a particular record (col.1, lines 55-64 and col.4, lines 28-32 
and 40-53). 

Seder discloses the record relates to a document that is to be printed which 
obviously has been scanned in order to acquire the image to have it printed. The record 
have information that is specific to identify each record corresponding to the documents 
(col.2, lines 65-67 and col.4, lines 56-57 and 63-67). The information may be an 
identifier, address field (which refers to the path or link), encryption field (which refers to 
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a key or to encrypt the document), signature, and watermark (col.1, lines 55-64 and 6, 
lines 8-10 and 55-57). 

Seder is applied to provide the prima facie obviousness that applies broadly for a 
person of ordinary skills in the art. Seder suggests the printed document is presented to 
an optical device (col .3, lines 27-32) where the optical device obviously can be used to 
scan the text or images on the document in order to acquire the image to have it printed 
or to have it shown onto a display or monitor screen. Further, Seder suggest scanning 
and printing a document (col. 5, lines 24-26, 33-35, and 44-52). Thus, it would have 
been obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art that the electronic document as 
taught in Seder has been the scanned document because when the equipment 
processing in Seder is operable to receive scanned document. 

Hind is combined with Seder to suggest the obviousness of the combination 
system that includes access privileges. Hind discloses implements security such as 
authentication and encryption that includes cryptography keys to determine the access 
privileges (col .7, lines 2-35). Further, Hind uses the Certificate Authority to verify the 
authenticity of the signature and a public key and that the fields of the certificate may 
contain information where access is granted or denied based on the locally obtained 
information (col .9, lines 45-53 and col.1 1 , lines 35-38). Thus, it would have been 
obvious for a person of ordinary skills in the art to include with the encryption of the 
document by using the public key as taught by Seder signed by the certification 
authority as taught b.y Hind because the Certification Authority verifies the authenticity of 
the document. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension 
of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply 
is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the 
advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In 
no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LEYNNA T. HA whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3851. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday (7:00 - 5:00PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on (571) 272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http:/ /pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



LHa 




